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The Olympic family? Young people, family practices and the London 2012 
Olympic Games 
Elizabeth Such 
Abstract 
dŚĞ>ŽŶĚŽŶKůǇŵƉŝĐĂŶĚWĂƌĂůǇŵƉŝĐ'ĂŵĞƐŝŶ ? ? ? ?ƐŽƵŐŚƚƚŽ ‘/ŶƐƉŝƌĞĂ'ĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŽĨǇŽƵŶŐ
people to engage in sport. The paper explores the ways in which a group of young people in 
the North West of England and the East of Scotland experienced the Games in the context of 
their everyday family and relational lives. Using a family practices theoretical framework and 
ĂƉƉůǇŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇĞĐŽĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƉĂƚŚǁĂǇƐ ? ?ƚŚĞƉĂƉĞƌĞǆĂŵŝŶĞƐŚŽǁǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐƚŚĞ
Olympics on television served as an opportunity for families to express their sport and physical 
ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇǀĂůƵĞƐ ?ŶĞĞĚƐĂŶĚŐŽĂůƐŝŶƚŚĞŝƌĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐŽĨ ‘ĚŽŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ďĞŝŶŐ ?ĂĨĂŵŝůǇ ?
Empirical data from the study is presented alongside critical explorations of the neoliberal 
policy and political context of the London 2012 Games. Discussion focuses on how sport 
legacy policy (and sport and physical activity policy in general) could be reconceptualised and 
reconstructed to include a family practices perspective.  
Keywords: sport legacy; family practices; ecocultural pathways, mega-event; policy 
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Introduction 
The London 2012 Olympic Games (the Games, London 2012
1
) was taglined with the ambition to 
 ‘/ŶƐƉŝƌĞĂ'ĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŽĨǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞƚŽƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞŝŶƐƉŽƌƚ ?dŚĞƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŽĨƚŚĞ'ĂŵĞƐǁĂƐ
predicated not oŶůǇŽŶŝƚƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽ ‘ŝŶƐƉŝƌĞ ?ĚƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶďƵƚƚŽĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶĂŶĚ
young people to develop a lifelong affinity with sport and physical activity (DCMS 2008). The extent 
to which this could be achieved is strongly contested not least because the evidence base for such 
an effect is weak at best (Coalter 2004, DCMS/Strategy Unit 2002, ippr/Demos, 2004, London 
Assembly 2007, Mansfield et al 2010, McCartney et al, 2010; 2013; Weed et al 2009). The ambition 
for lifelong inspiration is contingent upon a complex of factors that provide the context for everyday 
life throughout the lifecourse. One of the critical factors that shape children ?Ɛ ĂŶĚǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛ
sport and physical activity is their family lives and relationships. For many, the family provides the 
first contact children have with informal and formal worlds of sport and the influence of family 
members on continuing engagement, attitudes towards sport and physical activity, opportunities to 
play sport and the types of activities engaged in is crucial (Côté 1999; Kay & Spaaij 2012; Dagkas & 
Quarmby 2012). The legacy policies of London 2012 rarely accounted for this range of familial 
influences, instead focussing on individualised programmes of sport and physical education 
provision. Adding a family-focus into the sport and mega-event policy mix presents complexities for 
both theory and practice.  
dŚĞĂŝŵŽĨƚŚŝƐƉĂƉĞƌŝƐƚŽƐĐƌƵƚŝŶŝƐĞƚŚĞ ‘/ŶƐƉŝƌĞĂ'ĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐůŽŐĂŶĂŶĚŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶďǇĞǆƉůŽƌŝŶŐ
both the responses of young people to London 2012 six-eight months after the Games and by 
examining sport and physical activity in the everyday relational lives of the young people in question. 
This is done with a focus on family practices: the ways in which young people make sense of the 
world through their relationships with others in their intimate lives. The paper achieves this by firstly 
examining the theories and concepts of a family practices perspective and through the adaptation of 
ĂŵŽĚĞůŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůůǇĂĐƚŝǀĞĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ďĂƐĞĚŽn Christensen (2004). The policy context of London 
2012 in terms of health, youth and sport policy is then outlined before data from 23 qualitative 
ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐǁŝƚŚǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚƚŽƵŶƉŝĐŬŚŽǁƚŚĞ ‘ŝŶƐƉŝƌĞ ?ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞǁĂƐƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚĂŶĚ
interpreted during London 2012. Concluding discussions focus on the conceptual and theoretical 
contribution of the paper to the field of sports legacy policy and planning (and to sports policy 
research in general) by offering a novel perspective on the ways in which family and relationships 
could be used to lever participation. 
Theories and concepts: family practices in sport and leisure 
Studies of family life and sport and leisure activity have a long history in research. Classic studies of 
the family leisure lives of couples spans back to the work of the Rapoports in the 1970s (Rapoport 
and Rapoport 1975). Subsequent inter-disciplinary and international interest in the family has 
continued to highlight the importance of family influences and contexts to the sport and leisure lives 
of children and young people. In addition, the field of family studies has made significant sociological 
ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐƚŽƚŚĞƚŚĞŽƌĞƚŝĐĂůĂŶĚĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƵĂůƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐŽĨǁŚĂƚŝƐ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇ ? ?ŚŽǁŝƚŝƐ
experienced and attributed meaning. A familial approach that draws together these strands of work 
is novel in studies of sport and mega-events and represents an emergent field of conceptual and 
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theoretical development and empirical exploration. In an attempt to develop a starting point for this 
exploration the following seeks to: 
i) ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƚŚĞƚŚĞŽƌĞƚŝĐĂůƵŶĚĞƌƉŝŶŶŝŶŐƐŽĨĂ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ?perspective  W one of 
the most substantial developments in family theorising since the 1990s; 
ii) develop a conceptual model of family sport and physical activity practices based 
ŽŶŚƌŝƐƚĞŶƐĞŶ ?ƐŵŽĚĞůŽĨƚŚĞŚĞĂůƚŚ-promoting family (Christensen 2004); 
iii) interrogate the sport and physical activity eco-cultural pathway of families using 
extant literature to illustrate how within-family processes mediate sport and 
physical activity. 
i) dŚĞ ?ĨĂŵŝůǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ?ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ 
Since the late 1990s, sociological studies of family life have increasingly focussed on what families do 
in their practice of everyday life (Silva and Smart 1997). This movement heralded a shift away from 
ĂŶƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨ ‘dŚĞ&ĂŵŝůǇ ?ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨŝƚƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĂŶĚ ?ŽƌĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ ?^ƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂůĂƉƉƌŽĂches 
ƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽĨŽĐƵƐŽŶ ‘ƚǇƉĞƐ ?ŽĨĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐĂŶĚƚŚĞƌŽůĞŽĨ ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐŝŶƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ?&ƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĂůĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐ
focused more on the roles of family members and how these contribute to family functioning; a 
perspective still dominant in much North American, social-psychological approaches to family life 
and leisure (Smith et al. 2009; Buswell et al. 2012). Both of these approaches are limited to 
ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŶŐƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐŽĨƚŚĞĨĂŵŝůǇĂƐĂ ‘ƵŶŝƚ ?ŽƌĂ ‘thing ? (Morgan, 1996: 199) that is rather 
static and offers limited insight into how family life is experienced and changes over time. Research 
on family life trajectorŝĞƐ ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƚŚĞĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝŶƚĞƌǁĞĂǀŝŶŐŽĨĨĂŵŝůǇĂĐƚŽƌƐ ?
ŝŶƚĞƌƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐŽǀĞƌƚŝŵĞĂŶĚĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƚŚĞŶŽƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ŝƐĂƐƚĂƚĞƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĂƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ
(Such, 2006). As a result of this conceptual change, sociological investigations began to focus on the 
 ‘ůĂƌŐĞƌĂŶŐĞŽĨƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ?ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐĂŶĚƐƚĂƚƵƐĞƐ ? ?DŽƌŐĂŶ ? ? ? ?ď )ƚŚĂƚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞĨĂŵŝůǇůŝĨĞ ?dŚŝƐ
approach connects, rather than views in isolation, other key sociological concerns such as paid and 
unpaid work and gender that link family life to broader social processes. In taking this approach, a 
family practices perspective seeks to more accurately account for the everyday lived experience of 
 ‘ĚŽŝŶŐĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ǁŝƚŚŝŶŝƚƐƐŽĐŝĂů ?ƐƉĂƚŝĂůĂŶĚƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?/ƚĂůƐŽŶŽƚĞƐƚŚĂƚĨĂŵŝůǇ practices are 
ďĞǇŽŶĚĂĐƚƐŽĨ ‘ĚŽŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚŝŶĐůƵĚĞǁĂǇƐŽĨ ‘ďĞŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĂƚŝŵƉůǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐŽĨŵĞŵďĞƌƐŚŝƉ ?DŽƌŐĂŶ
2011b), exclusion and inclusion. To illustrate this Harrington demonstrated how everyday family 
leisure practices were constituted and experienced, ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐůĞŝƐƵƌĞĂƐ ‘ƉƵƌƉŽƐŝǀĞ ? ?ĂŵĞĂŶƐďǇ
ǁŚŝĐŚĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐĞǆƉƌĞƐƐ ‘ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌŶĞƐƐ ?ĂŶĚĂŵĞƚŚŽĚŽĨƉĞƌĨŽƌŵŝŶŐǁŚĂƚŝƚŵĞĂŶƐƚŽďĞ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ŝŶĂ
classed social context (Harrington 2014). 
This refocusing of studies leads us towards an understanding of family members as actors, 
constructing and deconstructing what it means to be related biologically, socially, morally and 
ŝŶƚĞƌŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ?/ƚĂůƐŽŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐƚŚĞĐŽŶƚŝŶŐĞŶƚĂŶĚŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚĞĚŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨǁŚĂƚŝƚŵĞĂŶƐƚŽ ‘ĚŽ ?
ĂŶĚ ‘ďĞ ?ĨĂŵŝůǇĂŶĚƌĞǀĞĂůƐƚŚĞ ‘ŵĞƐƐŝŶĞƐƐ ?ŽĨŝŶƚĞƌĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ?ďŝŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĞƐĂŶĚĞǀĞryday, 
interrelated behaviours. This  ‘ƚƵƌŶ ?in family studies (Morgan 2011a) has informed a rich vein of 
theorising and primary research ŶŽƚŽŶůǇŝŶ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ ? ?DŽƌŐĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? 2004; 2011b) but 
 ‘ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůůŝĨĞ ? ?^ŵĂƌƚ 2007; Smart and Neale  ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ ‘ŝŶƚŝŵĂĐǇ ? ?:ĂŵŝĞƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ?'Ăďď ? ? ? ? ) ?The 
value of this approach is that it enables the recognition of diverse contemporary patterns of 
intimacy (Giddens 1992; Beck and Beck-Gernsheim 1995; Jamieson 1998) and so does not promote 
ŽŶĞ ‘ǀĞƌƐŝŽŶ ?ŽĨƚŚĞĨĂŵŝůǇover another. This approach is also amenable to embedding within it 
accounts of different family actors. In parallel sociological developments, the social study of 
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ĐŚŝůĚŚŽŽĚŝŶƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ƐĂŶĚ ? ? ? ?ƐďĞŐĂŶƚŽŶŽƚĞƚŚĞĂďƐĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ǀŽŝĐĞ ?ŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶĂŶĚǇŽung 
people in research on family life and went about redressing that imbalance (James et al. 1998; Jenks 
1996; Prout and James 1990).  
ii) A conceptual model of the sport and physical activity of families 
The development of a family practices approach and a movement towards listening to the voice of 
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶĐĂŶŝŶĨŽƌŵƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶĂŶĚǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƐƉŽƌƚĂŶĚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇŝŶƚŚĞ
ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨĨĂŵŝůǇůŝĨĞ ?ŚƌŝƐƚĞŶƐĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? )ŝŶŚĞƌƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ŚĞĂůƚŚ-ƉƌŽŵŽƚŝŶŐĨĂŵŝůǇ ?
recognised the neeĚƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞŶĞŐůĞĐƚĞĚĂƌĞĂŽĨ “ŚŽǁ ?ŝŶƚŚĞŝƌĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇůŝĨĞ ?ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŝŶ
ƉƌŽŵŽƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŚĞĂůƚŚŽĨƚŚĞŝƌŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ?(Christensen 2004: 377). Using a conceptual model that 
ĐŽŵďŝŶĞƐƚŚĞĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞĨƌŽŵĨĂŵŝůǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐĂŶĚĐŚŝůĚŚŽŽĚƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ?ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ?ŚƌŝƐƚĞŶƐĞŶŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞƐ
how family health practices are mediated by factors external and internal to the family. The model, 
which is modified and reproduced below in the context of sport and physical activity (see Figure 1), 
ŚŽůĚƐŐƌĞĂƚƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůĨŽƌŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐŽĨŚŽǁĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ?ƐƉŽƌƚand physical activity is 
constructed in the everyday.  
Figure 1 here. 
According to this model, the sport and physical activity of families, which is located at the centre, is 
placed within a broader social and political context. Decades of the study of the sport participation 
of populations have routinely highlighted the importance of these macro-level factors and local and 
national policy has been pursued to tackle inequalities of access and outcome. Despite this, 
participation levels continue to vary widely by socio-economic and demographic variables. Secondly, 
outside of the intimate relational context of the model, community influences such as school and 
neighbourhood factors and access to services shape the context with in which young people 
participate or do not. Finally, at the core of the model lies a complex of relational factors that 
influence sport/physical activity behaviour. These include genetic factors, family histories of physical 
activity and sport practices and the child as an agent of physically active behaviour. In addition, the 
ǀĂůƵĞƐ ?ŐŽĂůƐ ?ŶĞĞĚƐĂŶĚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐŽĨĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚƚŽŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĂŶ ‘ĞĐŽĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƉĂƚŚǁĂǇ ? ?tĞŝƐŶĞƌ
 ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂǁĂǇŽĨ ‘ĚŽŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ďĞŝŶŐ ?ĨĂŵŝůǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨƌ ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůĂŶĚĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůƚŽƚŚĞ
family. WithŝŶƚŚŝƐƉĂƚŚǁĂǇ ?ĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ‘ŚĂǀĞƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶŐŽĂůƐĂŶĚǀĂůƵĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇƉƵƌƐƵĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŝƌ
ĚĂŝůǇƌŽƵƚŝŶĞƐ ? ?ŚƌŝƐƚĞŶƐĞŶ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞƐĞŵĂǇŽƌŵĂǇŶŽƚďĞĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚĂŶĚĂƌĞďĂůĂŶĐĞĚĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ
other needs, goals and values. It is within this ecocultural pathway  W a complex of values, needs, 
goals and practices - that this study seeks to examine the sport and physical activity practices of 
families. 
iii) ǀŝĚĞŶĐŝŶŐƚŚĞ ?ĨĂŵŝůǇĞĐŽĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƉĂƚŚǁĂǇ ? 
Although no studies to date have applied the concept of the family ecocultural pathway to sport and 
physical activity, substantial research evidence has been collated that help elucidate what it might 
ůŽŽŬůŝŬĞ ?/ŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ?ǀĂůƵĞƐ ?ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŚĂƐƐŚŽǁŶĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐŽĨƚĞŶ ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ǀĂůƵĞ ‘ƚŝŵĞ
ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌĂƐĂĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ĂŶĚ ŵĂǇďĂůĂŶĐĞƚŚŝƐǁŝƚŚĂǀĂůƵĞŽĨƉƌŽŵŽƚŝŶŐĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƐƉŽƌƚ
or physical activity. This may result in co-participation with parents and children in family-based 
physical activity but equally it may not, depending on competing goals, pressures and imperatives, 
ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ĞĂƌŶŝŶŐĂƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚǁĂŐĞ ? ‘&ĂŵŝůǇƐƉŽƌƚŝŶŐĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐ ?ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚĂƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ
in fostering participation among children and young people (Birchwood et al 2008; Haycock and 
Smith 2014; Wheeler 2011). These cultureƐĞŵĞƌŐĞĂƐĐƌƵĐŝĂůŝŶƚŚĞ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŽĨĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶĂŶĚ
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young people into sport and physical activity (Kay 2000; Wheeler 2011). This is not to suggest such 
ƐŽĐŝĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŝƐĂƵŶŝĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶĂů ?ŝŶĂĐƚŝǀĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐďƵƚŽŶĞǁŚŝĐŚŝƐ “ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ ?ƌĞĐŝƉƌŽĐĂůĂŶĚ
conƚŝŶŐĞŶƚ QĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞĚďǇĚĞŐƌĞĞƐŽĨŶĞŐŽƚŝĂƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞĂŶĚƉĂƌĞŶƚƐ ? ?,ĂǇĐŽĐŬ
and Smith 2014, pp.286-87). 
/ŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ?ƐƉŽƌƚĂŶĚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇŐŽĂůƐ ?ĂŐŽĂů-orientation has been identified to exist 
ĂŵŽŶŐ ‘ƐƉŽƌƚǇƉĂƌĞŶƚƐ ?ǁŚŽĞŵƉůŽǇĂƐĞƚŽĨƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐĂŶĚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐƚŽĞŶƐƵƌĞƚŚĞŝƌĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ
participation (Wheeler 2011, Wheeler and Green, 2014). Among middle-class parents this is termed 
ĂŶ ‘ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ ?ŝŶĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?Ɛ ‘ƐƉŽƌƚŝŶŐĐĂƉŝƚĂů ?ĂŶĚƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽĨŵŝĚĚůĞĐůĂƐƐƌĞƉƌŽduction 
 ?tŚĞĞůĞƌĂŶĚ'ƌĞĞŶ ? ? ? ? ) ?^ŚĂǁĂŶĚĂǁƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚŝƐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇďǇƉĂƌĞŶƚƐŝƐ ‘ƉƵƌƉŽƐŝǀĞ ?ŝŶ
that it fulfils perceived parental obligations to provide children with worthwhile activities that are 
productive and meaningful.  
In terms of practŝĐĞƐ ?,ĂƌƌŝŶŐƚŽŶ ?ƐĞǆƉůŽƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĐůĂƐƐĞĚĨĂŵŝůǇůĞŝƐƵƌĞŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ‘ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ ?ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ
that reinforced and embodied different social statuses or classes. She noted that families undertook 
reproductive leisure practices that displayed the kind of family that parents wanted to be seen. 
Display practices for middle income parents intersected with values in the ecocultural pathway: the 
importance of physically active leisure was valued, acted out and displayed publically. Participation 
in sports, bicycle rides and bushwalking were cited as examples of purposive leisure that was 
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ‘ĨŽƌƚŚĞŐŽŽĚŽĨƚŚĞŝƌĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶŶŽǁĂŶĚŝŶůĂƚĞƌůŝĨĞ ?(Harrington 2014: 12), highlighting 
ƚŚĞ ‘ĐŽŶĐĞƌƚĞĚĐƵůƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŽĨŵŝĚĚůĞĐůĂƐƐĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?>ĂƵƌĞĂƵ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ŽŶƚƌĂƐƚŝŶŐƚŚŝƐ ?ůŽǁŝŶĐome 
families placed paramountcy to the value of family bonding and togetherness through leisure, thus 
ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚŝŶŐƚŚĞǀĂůƵĞŽĨ ‘ĨŝƚƚŝŶŐŝŶ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶ ‘ƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽƵƚ ? ?'ŝůůŝĞƐ ? ? ? ?ĐŝƚĞĚŝŶ,ĂƌƌŝŶŐƚŽŶ ? ? ? ? ) ?
Leisure practices were constrained by income so low-ĐŽƐƚĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĂƚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĚ ‘ďĞŝŶŐƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?
were commonplace.  
The combination of these goals, needs, values and practices points to a broader observation that 
ƐƉŽƌƚĂŶĚůĞŝƐƵƌĞŝƐĂĨŽƌƵŵĨŽƌ ‘ĚŽŝŶŐĨĂŵŝůǇ ?(Trussell 2009; Shaw and Dawson 2001; 2003/04) and 
one which warrants further exploration from a scholarly and policy perspective. It is notable that, 
ĞǆĐůƵĚŝŶŐ,ĂƌƌŝŶŐƚŽŶ ?ƐƐƚƵĚǇ ?ŵƵĐŚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƚŽĚĂƚĞŚĂƐĨŽĐƵƐƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞŐŽĂůƐ ?ǀĂůƵĞƐĂŶĚƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ
of families from relatively high socio-economic backgrounds in the Global North. By implication, 
these studies have also concentrated on sports and physical activity within families at the 
 ‘ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?ĞŶĚŽĨƚŚĞƐƉŽƌƚƐĐŽŶƚŝŶƵƵŵƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶƚŚĞ ‘ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĞŶĚ ?/ŶŽƚŚĞƌǁŽƌĚƐ ?
children and yŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƐƉŽƌƚĂŶĚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇŚĂƐďĞĞŶǀŝĞǁĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇ
ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞĚĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐǁŚŽƉƌŽŵŽƚĞĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĂĐŚŝĞǀĞŵĞŶƚ ?/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ ?<ĂǇ ?Ɛ
ƋƵĂůŝƚĂƚŝǀĞƐƚƵĚǇŽĨǇŽƵŶŐDƵƐůŝŵǁŽŵĞŶ ?ƐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŝŶƐƉŽƌƚŝŶƚŚĞh<ŚŝŐŚůŝghts the different 
ways in which sport can be supported, promoted and constrained in diverse family settings (Kay 
2006).   
Family relationships in UK sport policy, politics and London 2012 legacy 
The role of families in the promotion of sport and physical activity is often referred to in political 
discussions but is matched with only partial acknowledgement in terms of policy. As a whole, family 
policy in the UK is characterised by considerable paradigmatic continuity, despite changes in political 
administration (Daly 2010). The family continues to be conceptualised as a largely private domain in 
the context of a minimalist state interventionist paradigm with institutions only becoming involved 
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in cases of need or crisis (ibid.) Notwithstanding this, Gillies (2012) points to an increasing neo-liberal 
ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐŽŶĨĂŵŝůǇ ‘ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐŝĞƐ ?ŝŶƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶĂŶĚǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐŬŝůůƐĂŶĚ
abilities to function in modern society and an increasingly interventionist agenda in, for example, the 
practice of parenting. In terms of sport and physical education, policy has primarily focussed on 
individualised provision of sport in schools, communities and club settings through the two main 
government departments (Department of Culture, Media and Sport and Department for Education). 
Physical activity policy, although having shifted in its ministerial  ‘ŚŽŵĞ ?ŽǀĞƌƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ ? ?ǇĞĂƌƐ
(between sport and health) is the current responsibility of the Department of Health which also 
views policy through a distinctly individualised lens (Katikireddi et al. 2013). Straddling these two 
policy spheres of sport and physical activity is the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic legacy policy 
delivered by a dizzying range of governmental, quasi-governmental (e.g. London Organizing 
Committee of the Olympic Games) and commercial partners and governance arrangements  
(Girginov 2012). 
ƚƚŚĞŚĞĂƌƚŽĨ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ?ƐĂŵďŝƚŝŽŶƐǁĂƐĂƐƉŽƌƚĂŶĚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇůĞŐĂĐǇƚŽƉƌŽŵŽƚĞŚĞĂůƚŚĂŶĚ
ĨŽƌƚŚĞďĞŶĞĨŝƚŽĨǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?dŚĞƐůŽŐĂŶ ‘/ŶƐƉŝƌĞĂ'ĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ůĂƵŶĐŚĞĚ ? ? ?ĚĂǇƐďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞƐƚĂƌƚ
of the Games was, by its conclusion, ubiquitous. As stated by Lord Sebastian Coe, the Chair of the 
London 2012 organising committee: "Every one of those individual performances will create a 
symphony of inspiration that will create lasting change" (Guardian, 2012). This ambition relates to a 
well-rehearsed dominant political belief: the demonstration of sporting success and brilliance 
 ‘ƚƌŝĐŬůĞƐĚŽǁŶ ?ƚŽƚŚĞƌĞƐƚŽĨƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƐŐƌĞĂƚĞƌĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŝŶƐƉŽƌƚ ?ǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ
evidence suggests such a demonstration effect is minimal and, in particular, has no effect on those 
populations who are least active or engaged in sport (Coalter 2004, DCMS/Strategy Unit 2002, 
ippr/Demos, 2004, London Assembly 2007, Mansfield et al 2010, McCartney et al, 2010; 2013; Weed 
et al 2009). Promises about a lasting physical activity and sport for health legacy are therefore 
contentious (Bloyce and Smith 2012). Never before had an Olympic and Paralympic Games made 
such legacy claims (Weed et al 2009) nor was there any clear convincing evidence base for them 
(Bloyce and Lovett 2012). 
The emergence and promotion of the sport and physical activity for health legacy for young people 
has its roots in dominant neoliberal discourse, policy and practice that moves along two axes: 1) 
youth projectisatiŽŶ ?'ŝůůŝĞƐ ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ ? )ŚĞĂůƚŚŝƐŵ ? ?ŚĞĂůƚŚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?&ƵƐĐŽ  ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?/Ŷ'ŝůůŝĞƐ ?
(2011) terms, children ?Ɛ ĂŶĚǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐůŝǀĞƐŚĂǀĞďĞĐŽŵĞ ‘ƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐĞĚ ?ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉŽůŝĐǇŝŶƚŚĞ
ƉƵƌƐƵŝƚŽĨĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐƚŚĞ ‘ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶƚƐĞůĨ ? ?ŽŶĞǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĂƐĞůĨ-governing, responsible, healthy 
citizen. Alexander et al ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĞŵƉŝƌŝĐĂůŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐƌĞǀĞĂůƚŚĂƚĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶĂƌĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ
public bodies and discourses to self-govern play and leisure to promote health. Embedded in this is 
an indiviudalised healthism; referred to as a pervasive health consciousness (Crawford 1980) of 
ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇƉƵďůŝĐŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶƐ ?Ă ‘ŶĞǁƉƵďůŝĐŚĞĂůƚŚ ? ?WĞƚĞƌƐŽŶĂŶĚ>ƵƉƚŽŶ ? ? ? ? )ƚŚĂƚŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐ
the responsibility of individuals to pursue a healthy lifestyle. Taken together, these principles do not 
altogether neatly extend to children and young people with responsibility for health messily split 
between those of the child/young person and the parent/guardian and other responsible adults such 
as teachers. These unresolved tensions between child and parental responsibilities can be seen in 
several spheres of social policy (Such and Walker 2005). 
Sport, physical activity and physical education policies reflect these dominant themes and tensions: 
they focus on the project of youth, the development of healthy bodies and self-regulation. Family 
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practices constitute a muddled area of policy discourse and policy-making within this. Policies that 
focus on the individual (such as behaviourist policies) are more straight-forward to make and 
implement (Katikireddi et al. 2013) ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐƚŚĞƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐĂůƉŽǁĞƌŽĨ ‘ƚŚĞĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ŝƐƐƚƌŽng (Gillies 
2011). In addition, the policy narrative is complicated by long-standing tensions with the notion of 
 ‘ƐƉŽƌƚĨŽƌƐƉŽƌƚ ?ƐƐĂŬĞ ?ŽƌƐƉŽƌƚĂƐĂŶĞŶĚŝŶŝƚƐĞůĨƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĂŵĞĂŶƐƚŽĂŶĞŶĚ(Collins 2010). 
Devine (2013) contends that former UK Conservative/Liberal Democrat coalition government, that 
adopted the former Labour administrĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƐƉŽƌƚĂŶĚKůǇŵƉŝĐůĞŐĂĐǇƉŽůŝĐǇ, pursued a competitive 
sport for sports sake agenda through, for example, the school sport strategy. What is clear is that 
these narratives co-exist and represent long-term tensions between different government agendas 
both within and between administrations. 
dŚĞ ‘ŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĂŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞĂŶĚďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚƉŽůŝĐǇ ĂŶďĞƐĞĞŶŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨƚŚĞƐĞ
broader contemporary neoliberal institutional and discursive trends. Although identified as more of 
Ă ‘ďƌĂŶĚŝŶŐ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌ than a funding programme (Devine 2013), beyond the slogan there lay a 
programme of Olympic-related activities and initiatives that stretched from home to overseas (cf. 
ƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ‘/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů/ŶƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ ) ?A physical activity and sport 
legacy policy for children and young people has been split between several different political 
administrations (Labour 2005-2010; Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition 2010-2015; 
Conservative 2015-) and can be loosely categorised into policies relating to health, education and 
sport although there is much overlap. It is beyond the scope of this paper to provide a detailed 
policy analysis across these spheres, not least because of dispersal of responsibility across 
departments and quasi-governmental organisations and shifts in political administrations over time 
(see reviews such as Milton and Bauman 2015 for analysis of physical activity policy). Notable policy 
ŵŝůĞƐƚŽŶĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞƚŚĞ ‘>ĞŐĂĐǇĐƚŝŽŶWůĂŶ ? ?D^ ? ? ? ? )ǁŚŝĐŚƐƚĂƚĞĚĂŶĂŝŵƚŽŐĞƚtwo million 
ƉĞŽƉůĞ ‘ŵŽƌĞĂĐƚŝǀĞ ?ďǇ ? ? ? ? ?dŚŝƐŐŽĂůǁĂƐ ‘ƋƵŝĞƚůǇĚƌŽƉƉĞ  ?ĂĨƚĞƌƚŚĞĐŚĂŶŐĞŝŶŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚŝŶ
2010 (Milton & Bauman 2015). Significant funding was directed to national governing bodies to 
deliver increased sporting participation; a strategy that also is likely to shift after the consultation on 
sport policy carried out in 2015 (DCMS, 2015). ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐǁĂƐƉůĂĐĞĚŽŶ ‘ŚĞĂůƚŚǇůŝǀŝŶŐ ?
social marketing through the Department of Health Change4Life campaign which began in 2009. 
^ŝƚƚŝŶŐĂůŽŶŐƐŝĚĞƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ůĞŐĂĐǇƉůĂŶǁĂƐƚŚĞ>ĂďŽƵƌŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?ƐWĂŶĚƐĐŚŽŽůƐƉŽƌƚƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ
that initially predated the successful Olympic bid. PE, School Sport and Club Links (PESSCL) and later 
Physical Education and Sport Strategy for Young People (PESSYP) represented a large investment in 
school sport; the 2008 Legacy Action Plan identified a commitment to increase the guaranteed 
minimum hours of PE and school sport from two to five hours. This commitment alongside funding 
for School Sport Partnerships was withdrawn post-2010 in favour of the Primary PE and Sport 
Premium, the School Games and health-focussed Change4Life Sports Clubs (2012-2015) (see DCMS 
2010 and DCMS 2012 for a heavily revised legacy action plan). . .  It is noteworthy that policy and 
delivery in these legacy spheres are very much focussed on provision for children and young people 
as individuals. Education and sport policy spheres supports the provision of sporting opportunities 
for children and young people largely outwith wider facilitative relationships such as family and peer 
networks. Health-focussed initiatives such as Change4Life recognise relational dependencies in the 
 ‘ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶ ?ŽĨŚĞĂůƚŚǇůŝĨĞƐƚǇůĞƐĨŽƌĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶǀŝĂƚŚĞŝƌƉĂƌĞŶƚƐ ?/ƚĂůƐŽĐůĞĂƌůǇ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ĨŝƚƐǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
neoliberal projectisation of youth and healthism described above. Relationality is, therefore, 
narrowly defined and fails to make connections between family-ůĞǀĞů ‘ŚĞĂůƚŚĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞ
broader social environment.  
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Methodological approach 
This exploratory study adopted a qualitative, interpretative approach in order to access young 
ƉĞŽƉůĞƐ ?ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞ'ĂŵĞƐin the context of their everyday, interconnected and family lives. 
The main objective of the project was to explore how the London 2012 Olympic Games was 
experienced by young people from a family practices perspective. To achieve this aim, the following 
research questions were asked: 
x (How) did children and young people watch the Games? 
x In what terms (if any) were children and ǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ‘ŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĚ ?ďǇƚŚĞ'ĂŵĞƐ ?attitudinal 
and behavioural)? 
x ŝĚƚŚĞ ‘ŝŶƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶĞĨĨĞĐƚ ?ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞƉĂƌĞŶƚƐ ?ƐŝďůŝŶŐƐŽƌĨƌŝĞŶds? If so, how? 
x How was  ‘inspiration ? manifest in the relationships between young people, family members 
and friends? 
x What were the outcomes of this dis/engagement? (action [sport/physical activity], non-
action [attitudes/orientation to sport/physical activity]) 
x What were the processes by which action/non-action were negotiated with family and 
friends? 
The study group of 23 young people aged 12-18 were selected on a purposive and convenience basis 
as participants of sporting activity at out-of-school-time groups. They were not elite participants 
although some took part in occasional competitions e.g. football, badminton, athletics. 
The sampling strategy involved engaging a sport community trust in the North West of England and 
a community football club in the East of Scotland. In line with practice guidelines (Shaw et al. 2011), 
ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐǁĞƌĞŵĂĚĞƚŽƚŚĞdƌƵƐƚ ?ƐĂŶĚĐůƵď ?ƐŬĞǇ ?ĂĚƵůƚ )ŐĂƚĞŬĞĞƉĞƌƐǁŚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞĚŝŶĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐ
about the best ways to engage with the children and young people who made use of their facilities. 
Materials for the research and distribution/sampling strategies were agreed and finalised with the 
help of the organisations involved. Both the Trust and the club were located in mid- to high- areas of 
social disadvantage with the Scottish sample residing in an area with a very disadvantaged socio-
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƉƌŽĨŝůĞ ?/ŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽĚĞƌŝǀĞĂƐĞŶƐĞŽĨƚŚĞŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂůĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂů ‘ƌĞĂĐŚ ?ŽĨƚŚĞ>ŽŶĚŽŶ
2012 Games, partŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐǁĞƌĞŽƵƚƐŝĚĞŽĨƚŚĞĂƌĞĂǁŚĞƌĞŵŽƐƚŽĨƚŚĞ'ĂŵĞƐ ?ǀĞŶƵĞƐǁĞƌĞůŽĐĂƚĞĚ
in the South East of England. Young men outnumbered young women in the study group with 17 
males and 6 females. The Scottish group were notably older than the North West England group. As 
a result, the young women in the study were, on average, younger than the young men. The study 
group was not ethnically diverse owing to the social-geographic profile of the study areas. Early 
findings from the study have been published elsewhere (Such 2013). The current discussion builds 
on these initial findings by including data from ten additional interviews but the primary 
contribution of the discussion below is the application and development of the conceptual 
framework outlined above. The sampling strategy and size, location and characteristics of the study 
group all represent limits to the conclusions that can be drawn from the study. An analysis of 
ŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂů ?ƐƉĂƚŝĂůŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞƐŽŶƚŚĞ ‘ĚĞĐĂǇ ?ŽƌŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞŽĨƚŚĞŝŶƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶĞĨĨĞĐƚ ?ĨŽƌexample, is 
limited by the absence from the study of young people from the London and the South East of 
England. 
Prior to the interviews, the author visited the research sites to observe the activities and interactions 
of the young people, to introduce them to the project and to the researcher. It was also an 
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opportunity to develop a rapport with the children and young people, some of their parents, the 
sports group (adult) leaders (as recommended by Punch 2002) and to emphasise that it was the 
views of children and young people that were of interest. This reflected the operationalisation of the 
concept of the child as the competent subject and expert of their own experience (Harden et al. 
2000). It was also explained that parental consent was required for children aged under 16 and 
parental consent forms were distributed for the children to return. The principle of informed 
consent was exercised so that the children and young people in the study had a clear idea about 
what the project was about and that they could answer questions in any way they chose or not 
answer them at all (Davis 1998).  
Semi-structured qualitative interviews which lasted between 15-45 minutes were conducted with 
young people alone, in pairs and in small groups. There was much variance in the extent to which 
the young people in the interviews expanded on their responses to questions relating to the Games, 
indicating that those in the study variously engaged with the topic (Kirk 2007). It was important, 
however, to ensure that probing for answers and expansion was exercised in the context of 
ŽƉĞŶŶĞƐƐĂŶĚĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇƉŽǁĞƌůĞƐƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶƐociety (Punch 2002) 
and own agendas (Kirk 2007) ?/ƚǁĂƐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƚŽĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŶŽ ‘ƌŝŐŚƚ ?ĂŶƐǁĞƌƚŽ
questions and that the participants could engage on their own terms (Punch 2002). A range of 
techniques were used to encourage open answers and discussion, including image prompts of some 
ŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ĨĂĐĞƐŽĨƚŚĞ'ĂŵĞƐ ? ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞDŽ&ĂƌĂŚ ?:ĞƐƐŝĐĂŶŶŝƐĂŶĚƌĂĚůĞǇtŝŐŐŝŶƐ )ƚŽŚĞůƉ
ĞǆƉůŽƌĞǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐŵĞŵŽƌŝĞƐŽĨƚŚĞ'ĂŵĞs and some of the personal/family histories that some 
of the elite athletes might have had (ibid.).  
Interviews were carried out in the winter of 2012-13, about six to eight months after the summer 
Olympics. They were audio-recorded and transcribed in full. Recommended ethical procedures were 
followed in the conduct of the interviews and throughout the research process (Shaw et al. 2011; 
Social Research Association 2003). Interview data were managed with the assistance of the software 
NVivo 10. Data were coded thematically in analysis according to the topics determined by the aims 
and objectives of the study, its theoretical underpinning and those emerging from interviews. 
Themes that garnered longer discussions or reflections and thus produced large quantities of data 
were sub-coded to focus in on the nuance of opinion and experience. Connections between 
categories were made by way of a process of axial coding and a combination of inductive and 
deductive reasoning was adopted. All participants chose their own pseudonym for the research. 
Research findings and discussion  
Using the narratives of the young people in the study and the conceptual framework presented, the 
following identifies how the 2012 Games were experienced by the children and young people in the 
study group within the context of their everyday familial and relational lives. 
Watching the Olympics as a family practice 
All of the young people in the study group watched the Olympics on television to a greater or lesser 
degree. Only two participants indicated that they had no real interest in it and limited recollection of 
it. Some watched it every day, others just dipped in and out of the extensive coverage. Almost all in 
the study watched the Games in a relational setting usually with family but sometimes with friends. 
Parents, siblings, cousins, grandparents and friends were all referenced as co-watchers. As noted by 
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Lull (2014), the family is the most common viewing group. Many different sports and sports stars 
were watched during the Games. As reported previously (Such 2013), popular sports included track 
and field athletics, football, swimming, hockey, tennis, cycling. A vast array of sports were 
highlighted in discussion including horse riding, table tennis, volleyball, BMX racing, boxing and 
badminton, indicating that there was a broad level of engagement in the event. Popular athletes 
were recalled and included Usain Bolt, Jessica Ennis and Mo Farah. Many of the participants 
particularly enjoyed British and Scottish success. As Ryan (aged 16) cŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚ P “ ?/ůŝŬĞĚ ?ǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐ
ƌŝƚŝƐŚŐŽůĚŵĞĚĂůƐ QǇŽƵƐĞĞƚŚĞŵůŝŬĞĐŽŵƉĞƚŝŶŐĂŐĂŝŶƐƚƚŽƉĂƚŚůĞƚĞƐŝŶƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚĂŶĚƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐůŝŬĞ
ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƐŽŵĞŽŶĞĨŽƌǇŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƵƉƚŚĞƌĞǁŝƚŚƚ Ğŵ ? ?dŚŝƐĞǆĐŝƚĞŵĞŶƚŽĨǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐƌŝƚŝƐŚ
athletes in the Games and the type of atmosphere in the household when events were taking place 
was often recalled:  
Em (aged 13): DŽ&ĂƌĂŚ ?ƐƌƵŶ QĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞŝŶƚŚĞŚŽƵƐĞǁĂƐĐŚĞĞƌŝŶŐ ? QThey were always 
talking about it and everyone was like recreating that moment. And it was getting very loud! 
ƐŝŵŝůĂƌĂƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌĞǁĂƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚďǇƚŚŽƐĞǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐŝƚǁŝƚŚĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ P “Well me and my friends were 
ũƵƐƚďŽƚŚĐŚĞĞƌŝŶŐĨŽƌƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƉĞƌƐŽŶ ?ƐŽũƵƐƚƐŚŽƵƚŝŶŐ ‘ĐŽŵĞŽŶ ? ? ? (Jamie, aged 14). George (aged 
13) in his reference to Jessica Ennis commĞŶƚĞĚ P “we [the family] were all cheering her on, hoping 
for her to win Qwhen the 400 metres started we were just like, come on Jessica, come on! Really 
ĐŚĞĞƌŝŶŐŚĞƌŽŶ ? ?,ĞĂůƐŽŶŽƚĞĚƚŚĂƚŚĞǁŽƵůĚĚŝƐĐƵƐƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůǁŝŶŶĞƌƐǁŝƚŚŚŝƐĨĂŵŝůǇĐŽ-watchers: 
 “wĞŚĂĚĂĚĞďĂƚĞŽŶǁŚŽǁŽƵůĚǁŝŶ ?ǁĞ ?ĚĂůǁĂǇƐďĞůŝŬĞŚĞ ?ĚǁŝŶŽƌƚŚĞǇ ?ĚǁŝŶ ?ũƵƐƚĂƌŐƵŝŶŐ ? ?dŚŝƐ
type of engagement in television viewing between family members reflects observational studies on 
the family practice of television viewing (Morley 1986; Lull 2014). It demonstrates that television as 
a family leisure activity is not a passive pursuit but part of the everyday practice of family life and, as 
ƐƵĐŚ ?ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝǀĞŽĨĂŶĚĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨǁŚĂƚŝƚŝƐƚŽ ‘ďĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĚŽ ?ĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ŚĞĞƌŝŶŐ ?
debating and arguing all formed part of watching the Olympics, reflecting broader observations 
about family life that reflect belonging and intimacy (McCarthy 2012).  
Some of the young people noted how the Olympics was something beyond the ordinary or the usual 
sport event and so drew in some of their friends and family who were not otherwise particularly 
interested in sport or at least sport on the television. One of the interviewees (Paddy, aged 18) 
mentioned watching the Olympics with his brother who had no real interest in sport, other than 
during the Olympics:  “,ĞŚĂƐŶŽ ?ŚĞŚĂƐŶŽƐŽƌƚŽĨ ?/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁ ?ŶŽůŝŬŝŶŐŶƐƉŽƌƚ QƵƚǁŚĞŶǁĞ
ǁĞƌĞǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐƚŚĞKůǇŵƉŝĐƐŚĞƋƵŝƚĞĞŶũŽǇĞĚŝƚ ?ůŝŬĞƚŚĞƌŽǁŝŶŐĂŶĚƐƚƵĨĨůŝŬĞƚŚĂƚ ? ?^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇZǇĂŶ
 ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ? )ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚ P “/ĚŽŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůůǇůŝŬĞƚĂŬĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚďƵƚ/ ?ĚǁĂƚĐŚŝƚůŝke if someone else was 
watching ... ƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐůŝŬĞƐƉŽƌƚƐƚŚĂƚ/ ?ĚŶĞǀĞƌĞǀĞŶŚĞĂƌĚŽĨ... so it was kind of quite interesting to 
ǁĂƚĐŚƚŚĞŵ ? ?These findings highlight how wanting to be together encouraged co-watching and 
engagement in the event. They demonstrate the influence commanded by family members on the 
behaviours and interests of others; thus devising a family practice. 
This extension of encouraging co-watching to participants who were not usually interested in 
(televised) sport was reflected by George (aged 13) ǁŚŽƐĂŝĚ P “No matter whatever programme was 
ŽŶ ?ŝƚǁŽƵůĚďĞƚŚĞKůǇŵƉŝĐƐƚŚĂƚǁĞǁĂƚĐŚĞĚ QŝƚůŝŬĞďƌŽƵŐŚƚus together just to watch sport ?. This 
ĐŽƵůĚďĞƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽtĞĞĚĞƚĂů ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚof ƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ĨĞƐƚŝǀĂůĞĨĨĞĐƚ ?ŝŶƌĞlation 
to the Games but at a micro level. It was evident that the hosting the Games in England were an 
ĂĚĚĞĚŝŶĐĞŶƚŝǀĞƚŽǁĂƚĐŚĂŶĚĨĞĞůŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ?dŚŝƐǁĂƐĐŽŵƉŽƵŶĚĞĚďǇƚŚĞ ‘ĚƌĂǁŝŶŐŝŶ ?ŽĨĐŽ-
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watchers in a family environment, the sense that whole families were involved in watching the 
Games together and, as such, participating in this at a distance. Some of the Scottish participants 
suggested they felt dissociated from the Games owing to its English location. Jack (aged 18) 
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚ “maybe it would be good if it was near, like in our own country ?ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚďĞŝŶŐ
involved at a family level is contingent on a sense of association at the level of social identification. A 
comparison here with the Commonwealth Games held in Glasgow in 2014 would be instructive. In 
ƐƵŵ ?ƚŚĞ ‘ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇŶĞƐƐ ?ŽĨƚŚĞĨĂŵŝůǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞŽĨƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐǁĂƐĞŶŚĂŶĐĞĚďǇƚŚĞKůǇŵƉŝĐƐ ?
it provided a specific reason for families to watch television together in common pursuit.  
Watching the Olympics and family values, needs and goals 
As a relatively rare event with a specific subject matter (sport), London 2012 gave some families the 
opportunity to reflect upon their own sport and/or physical activity values, needs and goals and how 
ƚŚĞǇ ‘ĚŝĚ ?ƐƉŽƌƚĂƐĂĨĂŵŝůǇ ?^ŽŵĞƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĞŝƌ parents were influenced by performances and 
projected these shifting goals and values on their children. For some this came in the form of 
ƉĂƌĞŶƚĂůƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ?ĂƐ>ĂƵƌĂĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚ P “I think my mum and dad were a bit more enthusiastic 
about me and my brother doing sports now ? ?>ĂƵƌĂ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ?). Jordan (aged 13) commented that: 
 “dŚĞǇ ?ƉĂƌĞŶƚƐ ?ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŝƚǁĂƐůŝŬĞĚĞĂĚŝŶƐƉŝƌŝŶŐĂŶĚǁĂŶƚŵĞůŝŬĞƚŽĚŽƐƉŽƌƚĂŶĚƚŚŝŶŐƐ QDǇ
ŵƵŵũƵƐƚŬĞƉƚƐĂǇŝŶŐůŝŬĞŝƚ ?ƐƌĞĂůůǇŝŶƐƉŝƌŝŶŐůŝŬĞŚŽǁŵƵĐŚƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞůŝŬĞƉƵƚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞKůǇŵpics and 
ƐƚƵĨĨƐŽ/ƚŚŝŶŬŝƚ ?ƐŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĚŵǇŵƵŵĂďŝƚ ? ?KƐĐĂƌ(aged 12) thought that London 2012 had also 
ŝŵƉĂĐƚĞĚŽŶŚŝƐƐŝƐƚĞƌ ?ƐĂŶĚŵƵŵ ?ƐďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐƚŽǁĂƌĚƐƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇƐĂǇŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĚŝĚŵŽƌĞ
after the Olympics. Of course, these reported changes in orientation and action may be transient.  
Nevertheless, some in the study group reported how changes to practices were made as a result of a 
shift in attitude relating to the value of sport during/after the Olympics:  
Before obviously they [parents] were supportive always if we wanted to do something but 
ŶŽǁůŝŬĞ ?/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁŚŽǁƚŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞŝƚ ?ůŝŬĞďĞĨŽƌĞŵǇŵƵŵĂŶĚĚĂĚĐŽƐůŝŬĞŵǇďƌŽƚŚĞƌ
ĚŽĞƐĂůŽƚŽĨƐƉŽƌƚƐ ?/ ?ŵŶŽƚƌĞĂůůǇƐƉŽƌƚǇďƵƚŵǇďƌŽƚŚĞƌƐĂǇƐĂůŽƚďƵƚƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞůŝŬĞƐĂǇŝŶŐ
 ‘ĞŶŽƵŐŚ ?ƐĞŶŽƵŐŚ ?ĐŽƐƚŚĞǇŚĂĚƚŽƚĂŬĞŚŝŵƐŽŵĞǁŚĞƌĞůŝŬ ĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇĂŶĚƚŚĞǇĚŝĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞ
ƚŝŵĞďƵƚŶŽǁƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞůŝŬĞŵĂŬŝŶŐƚŝŵĞĨŽƌƚŚŝŶŐƐŵŽƌĞĂŶĚƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĂďŝƚŵŽƌĞĞŶƚŚƵƐŝĂƐƚŝĐ
about us doing things. Like I started netball this year after the Olympics. So ... (Laura, aged 14) 
These types of practice-based changes to family life were not frequently mentioned in relation to 
the Olympics, although many of the young people talked about the practical support their parents, 
in particular, gave them in helping them play sport (see below). More common was a reported new 
emphasis in the narrative around sport that came about as a result of watching the Olympics. This 
focussed on parental encouragement to strive to achieve in sport, as the following comment 
indicates: 
DǇŵƵŵƐĂŝĚ ‘ŝŵĂŐŝŶĞ ?ŝŵĂŐŝŶĞŝĨŝƚ ?ƐǇŽƵƚŚĞƌĞ ? ?ĂŶĚ/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŝƚǁŝůůƚĂŬĞĂůŽŶŐƚŝŵĞďƵƚƚŚĞ
ĂŵŽƵŶƚŽĨƐƉŽƌƚƐ/ĚŽ ?/ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƚŽƐƵĐĐĞĞĚŝŶŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŚŽƉĞĨƵůůǇ Qshe was telling me if you 
ǁĂŶƚ ?ƚƌǇƐŽŵĞŵŽƌĞƐƉŽƌƚƐ ?ďƵƚ/ƐĂŝĚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐŶŽŵŽƌĞƐƉŽƌƚƐ/ĐĂŶƚƌǇ ?ŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ/ ?ŵŶĞǀĞƌ
going to get my school work done, she said ?ǁĞůůŵĂŬĞƐƵƌĞǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚƋƵŝƚ any of these. So I 
think that was her way in saying  ‘keep this up ?. (Goalkeeper, aged 12) 
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Similar comments were reported by others. Em (aged 13) ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚ P “they (parents) kept on like 
saying that could be you if you keep it up ? ?'ĞŽƌŐĞ(aged 13) suggested that his family had been 
ŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĚ P “/ƚ ?ƐƌĞĂůůǇŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĚƵƐůŝŬĞƚŽĚŽŵŽƌĞƐƉŽƌƚĂŶĚƚŽƚŚŝŶŬǁĞĐŽƵůĚďĞƚŚĞƌĞŽŶĞĚĂǇ ? ?
While this narrative around the goals and values of sport as striving to be successful, putting in hard 
work for a return and elite ambition was largely accepted as unproblematic, some of those in the 
discussions were less sure that it was wholly positive. This was evident in reported parental 
narratives that were perceived as placing pressure or unrealistic expectations on young people, for 
example Georgia (aged 13) reported:  
DǇDƵŵǁĂƐůŝŬĞ ? ‘'ĞŽƌŐŝĂ ?ƚŚŝƐŝƐǁŚĂƚǇŽƵĐĂŶďĞůŝŬŝĨǇŽƵĐĂƌƌǇŽŶǁŝƚŚĂƐƉŽƌƚ ? ?/ǁĂƐůŝŬĞ
 ‘ŽŬĂǇ ? ? ?ĚŝƐďĞůŝĞǀŝŶŐ ? ?ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞůĂƵŐŚƐ ? Q ?/ƚŽůĚ ?ŵǇ ŵƵŵůŝŬĞ ‘/ǁŝƐŚĞĚ/ ?ĚĐĂƌƌŝĞĚŝƚŽŶ ?ĂŶĚ
ƐŚĞǁĞŶƚ ‘ǁĞůů ?ŝĨǇŽƵƌĞĂůůǇĨŝŶĚƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐǇŽƵůŝŬĞĂŶĚƐƚŝĐŬƚŽŝƚƚŚĞŶƐŽŵĞĚĂǇǇŽƵ ?ůůĞŶĚƵƉ
ŝŶƚŚĞKůǇŵƉŝĐƐ ? ? 
^ƵĐŚĂŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƚŝĞƐŝŶǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ ‘ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ ?ƚŚĞƐŝƐƚŚĂƚŚĂƐďeen evidenced by research with 
middle-class parents (Wheeler 2011). It demonstrates the value placed on sport as something to 
ƐƚƌŝǀĞĨŽƌŶŽƚŽŶůǇĂƐĞŶĚŝŶŝƚƐĞůĨďƵƚĂůƐŽĂƐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝǀĞŽĨĂǇŽƵŶŐƉĞƌƐŽŶ ?ƐƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ
characteristics of individual determination and achievement. Dylan (aged 16) commented how his 
ƉĂƌĞŶƚƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚKůǇŵƉŝĐĂŶĚƐƉŽƌƚŝŶŐĞůŝƚĞƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƚŽŚŝƐŽǁŶƐƉŽƌƚ P “ ?dŚĞǇƐĂǇ ?ũƵƐƚĂŝŵƚŽďĞ
ůŝŬĞŚŝŵ ?^ƚŝĐŬĂƚŝƚ ?:ƵƐƚǁŽƌŬŚĂƌĚĂŶĚƚŚĞŶǇŽƵŵŝŐŚƚďĞĐŽŵĞŚŝŵ QĞĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĚ ? ?dŚŝƐ
 ‘ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚ ?ŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞĨŝƚƐǁĞůůǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞďƌŽĂĚĞƌĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨǇŽƵƚŚ ?Gillies 
2012): engagement in sport is viewed as purposeful, positive self-governance and responsible 
 ? ‘ĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĚ ? ) ?/ŶƚĞƌŶĂůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚŝƐ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ŵĂǇƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĚĂmaged self-efficacy in physical 
activity and sport and actually discourage participation. 
dŚĞƐƚŽƌǇŽĨ “ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚ “Ǉou can only be the best that you want to be ? ?ZǇĂŶĂŶĚ:ĂĐŬ ?
ĂŐĞĚ ? ? )ŝĨǇŽƵǁŽƌŬŚĂƌĚĂŶĚ “ďelieving in theirselves ? ?<Ăŝ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ?) was replicated among the 
young people when reflecting on what it took to be an elite athlete. As shown above, this may act to 
undermine self-efficacy as much as promote it and thus represents a problematic dialogue for policy 
intended to prevent young peŽƉůĞ “sitting on their bums ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚ ? ?ĂŵĞƌŽŶ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ? ) ?&Žƌ
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?WĂĚĚǇƌĞĨůĞĐƚĞĚŽŶŚŝƐŽǁŶƚĞŶŶŝƐĂĨƚĞƌǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐŶĚǇDƵƌƌĂǇďǇĐŽŵŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ P “ ?ŝƚ ?just 
showed me how bad I was ?ĂŶĚ>ĂƵƌĂĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ? ) P “/ǁĂƐůŝŬĞ ? ‘ǁŽǁ ?/ĐĂŶ ?ƚĚŽƚŚ ƚ 
basicaůůǇǁŚĂƚ/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞǁŚŽůĞƚŚŝŶŐŝƚ ?ƐůŝŬĞ ‘ŽŚ'ŽĚ ?/ ?ŵƌƵďďŝƐŚĂƚĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ? ?. This 
highlights the potential danger identified by Hindson et al (1994) that rather than encourage 
participation, the demonstration of world-class athletic achievement can discourage it. 
Nevertheless, the young people in the study highlighted how the narrative of the value of sport and 
the goal of sporting achievement is promoted at the family level, forming part of the sport and 
physical activity ecocultural pathway of family life.  
Relating Olympic performance to the everyday family ecocultural pathway 
DĂŶǇǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĨĞůƚƚŚĞKůǇŵƉŝĐƐŚĂĚŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚƚŚĞŝƌĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ ?ŽƵƚůŽŽŬŽŶ
sport and physical activity but the extent to which this could be disentangled from their pre-existing 
orientation towards sport was difficult. Discussion that linked the Games to the everyday often led 
to revealing insights into how sport and physical activity were interwoven with key relationships 
between family and friends and contributed to the construction of an ecocultural pathway. Through 
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discussion it was noticeable that family relationships were central to the lifeworlds of young people 
ǁŚĞŶŝƚĐĂŵĞƚŽƐƉŽƌƚĂŶĚƉŚǇƐŝĐĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇĂŶĚƚŚĂƚĨƌŝĞŶĚƐŚŝƉƐǁĞƌĞĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ‘ŝn-ƐŝƚƵ ?ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ
that were formed and/or maintained through sport. 
Key lifeworld figures: Family 
Family were referenced as introducing participants into a sport or a range of sports, reflecting how 
sport was valued and viewed as a legitimate family and/or parenting goal. Parents were often 
mentioned but so were grandparents, siblings, aunties and cousins. 
:ĂĐŬ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ? ) P Q/ŐŽƚŽŐĂŵĞƐǁŝƚŚŵǇĂƵŶƚŝĞ ?ƐŚĞ ?ƐƌĞĂůůǇŝŶƚŽŚĞƌĨŽŽƚďĂůů ?ƐŚĞůŝŬĞƉůĂǇĞĚ
football for a professional team when she was younger.   Q  ^ŽŝĨƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂŶǇŽŶĞƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĚ
ŵĞŝƚ ?ƐŐŽŝŶŐƚŽďĞŚĞƌ ? 
Tom (aged 12): dŚĞKůǇŵƉŝĐƐŚĂƐŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĚŵĞďƵƚŵǇŵĂŝŶŝŶƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶŝƐŵǇŐƌĂŶĚŵĂ ? Q^ŚĞ ?Ɛ
ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶǁŚĂƚ/ĚŽĂŶĚƐŚĞ ?ƐŚĞ ?ƐůŝŬĞ ?/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁƐŚĞũƵƐƚƌĞĂůůǇůŝŬĞƚĂůŬƐƚŽŵĞĂďŽƵƚ
stuff that I could work on and it really helps. 
These comments suggests the family net is widely cast when it comes to sharing sport and physical 
activity values and goals within the ecocultural pathway. Family were also there to support basic 
engagement needs: football boots, fees for playing, transport to participate and so on:  
Jolie (aged 14): MǇĚĂĚŵĂŬĞƐƐƵƌĞ/ĐĂŶŐŽƚŽĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐĂĨƚĞƌƐĐŚŽŽůĂŶĚƚŚĞŶǁŚĞŶ/ ?ŵǁŝƚŚ
my mum at the weekends she always takes me to the stables with my cousin cos she has a 
horse so she always takes me there. 
/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ ?ĨĂŵŝůǇŵĞŵďĞƌƐǁĞƌĞĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ‘ĐŽĂĐŚĞƐ ?ŝŶƚŚĞƐĞŶƐĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů
ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĂŶĚǁĞƌĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ‘ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ ? ?/Ŷŵ ?Ɛ ?aged 13) words they were important because 
ƚŚĞǇ P “ĂůǁĂǇƐƐĂǇǁĞůůĚŽŶĞ ?ĞǀĞŶŝĨ/ ?ǀĞŶŽƚĚŽŶĞǀĞƌǇŐŽŽĚ ? ?^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ ?'ĞŽƌŐĞŶŽƚĞĚ P 
,Ğ ?Ɛ ?ĚĂĚ ?ƐŽƌƚŽĨůŝŬĞĂĐŽĂĐŚŝŶĂǁĂǇ QůŝŬĞŝŶƚŚĞĐĂƌ ǁŚĞŶŚĞ ?ƐĚƌŝǀŝŶŐ ?ŚĞ ?ƐĂůǁĂǇƐŐŝǀŝŶŐ
me little tips because when you ?ƌĞƉůĂǇŝŶŐǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůůǇŶŽƚŝĐĞƚŚŝŶŐƐƚŚĂƚǇŽƵĚŽǁƌŽŶŐ ?
ůŝŬĞůŝƚƚůĞƚŚŝŶŐƐ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŚĞ ?ƐǁĂƚĐŚŝŶŐ ?ŚĞ ?ƐĂůǁĂǇƐƚĞůůŝŶŐŵĞǁŚĂƚ/ĚŽǁƌŽŶŐĂŶĚǁŚĂƚ/ĚŽ
ƌŝŐŚƚĂŶĚǁŚĂƚ/ƐŚŽƵůĚĚŽďĞƚƚĞƌ ? Qŝƚ ?ƐƌĞĂůůǇŚĞůƉĨƵů ? ?'ĞŽƌŐĞ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ? ) 
These findings reflect those of Kay (2000) and Kirk et al (1997a; 1997b) who noted that committed 
young sports people relied heavily on the support of family to meet essential participation and 
support needs. This also seems evident at the level of more casual engagement as well as high 
performance participation. It highlights how sport and physical activity represents the values of the 
families of the study group and the importance of the material and emotional resources facilitating 
it, forming part of the ecocultural pathway for physical activity. 
Further commentary on the role of family relationships in participation related to how family 
ŵĞŵďĞƌƐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚŽŶĞĂŶŽƚŚĞƌŝŶƚŚĞŝƌƐƉŽƌƚŝŶŐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇĂŶĚŚŽǁǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ
motivated parents to become more active. As Goalkeeper and Tom commented: 
/ƚŚŝŶŬŝƚ ?ƐŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚŵǇĨĂŵŝůǇ  Q the rest of your family but in a way keep your sport going 
and still egg on your family but make sure that your sport is vital to keep it going.  Because my 
mum and my dad support me but theǇ ?ůůŬĞĞƉŐŽŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌƐƉŽƌƚĂƐǁĞůů (Goalkeeper, aged 12). 
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/ƚŚŝŶŬ/ ?ǀĞŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĚŵǇŵƵŵƚŽĚŽƐƉŽƌƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞƐŚĞĚŝĚŶ ?ƚĚŽĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐďƵƚǁŚĞŶ/ ?ǀĞ
ĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚĞĚǁŚĂƚ/ ?ǀĞĚŽŶĞ ?ƐŚĞ ?ƐůŝŬĞƐƚĂƌƚĞĚĚŽŝŶŐƐƚƵĨĨ ?ůŝŬĞƐŚĞĚŽĞƐƵŵďĂĂŶĚƐƚƵĨĨ 
(Tom, aged 12). 
This highlights the important function of intra-family reciprocity in the field of sport and physical 
ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇĂŶĚŚŽǁǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞĐĂŶ ?ŝŶĨĂĐƚ ?ƉůĂǇƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŽĨ ‘ƌŽůĞŵŽĚĞů ?ƚŽŽůĚĞƌŵĞŵďĞƌƐŽĨĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ
ƚŚƵƐƚƵƌŶŝŶŐŽŶŝƚƐŚĞĂĚƚŚĞŶŽƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ ‘ŝŶƐƉŝƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?is a one-way street from the old to the young. In 
terms of the model suggested in Figure 1, it represents the child/young person as a physical activity 
promoting actor in the relational context of the family. 
Key in-situ relationships: Friends 
Friends were important in maintaining interest in sport during participation and friendship groups 
would form around the sport in question. Beyond the mechanics of simply needing a peer group to 
make up teams to play sport, friends were helpful in terms of moral support, advice and guidance 
and as competitors to beat or look up to. 
George (aged 13): they support you and like give you, like I say like little coaching tips and if 
ǇŽƵůŝŬĞĂůůǁŽƌŬƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌǁŝƚŚůŝŬĞĂŐƌŽƵƉŽĨĨƌŝĞŶĚƐǁŚĞŶǇŽƵ ?ƌĞƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ?ŝƚŐĞƚƐ ?ŝƚŵĂŬes 
ǇŽƵůŝŬĞĂďĞƚƚĞƌƚĞĂŵĂŶĚŝƚĂůƐŽůŝŬĞŚĞůƉƐŽƵƚǇŽƵƌƐŽĐŝĂůŝƐŝŶŐƐŬŝůůƐĂŶĚ Q/ƚ ?ƐŶŽƚũƵƐƚƐƉŽƌƚ ?
ŝƚ ?ƐĂůƐŽůŝŬĞĂƐŽĐŝĂů-ish type thing.  
dŚŝƐƐĞŶƚŝŵĞŶƚǁĂƐƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚďǇŵ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ? ) P “DǇĨƌŝĞŶĚƐĂƚŽƚŚĞƌƐƉŽƌƚƐŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĂůǁĂǇƐ
saying like well done and stuff and telling me how to geƚďĞƚƚĞƌ ? ?/ƚǁĂƐŶ ?ƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇƚŚĞĐĂƐĞƚŚĂƚ
ƚŚŝƐǁĂƐĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŵ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ P “I want to probably be as good as them [friends] but you 
ĚŽŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůůǇƐĂǇŝƚƚŽƚŚĞŵ ? ?ZǇĂŶ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ? ) ? 
Friendships were important in creating a social setting and a social reason to continue to play sport. 
Ɛ:ŽƌĚĂŶ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ? )ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚ P “Dy friends  Q ƐĂǇƚŚĂƚŝĨ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚůŝŬĞĐĂƌƌǇŽŶĚŽŝŶŐƚŚŝŶŐƐ[sports] 
ƚŚĞǇ ?ĚŵŝƐƐŵĞ ? ?DŝǆŝŶŐǁŝƚŚƉĞĞƌƐŝŶĂƐƉŽƌƚƐĞƚƚŝŶŐĂůƐŽƉƌŽŵƉƚĞĚŶĞǁĂƐƉŝƌations in some. 
Georgia noted how being involved in sport encouraged her to be sportier: 
When you start a sport you have like a few friends at like the club you go to and then like cos 
you go the more often you go you make more friends and then like ... like in my badminton 
ĐůƵď ? ? ?ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐƉĞŽƉůĞůŝŬĞƚŚĂƚĂƌĞůŽĂĚƐďĞƚƚĞƌƚŚĂŶƵƐĂŶĚůŝŬĞƚŚĞŵŽƌĞĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇǇŽƵŐĞƚǁŝƚŚ
them the more you want to be like as good as them so you try and push yourself. Cos my 
friend Rebecca has been going for five years and shĞ ?ƐůŝŬĞƌĞĂůůǇŐŽŽĚĂƚďĂĚŵŝŶƚŽŶƐŽ/ ?ĚůŝŬĞ
to be like her. (Georgia, aged 13) 
There was also the risk that friendships could be jeopardised by not taking part:  
Jolie (aged 14): If ... all the rest of your friends all go to like a club or something and then you 
ĐŽŵĞďĂĐŬĂĨƚĞƌƐĐŚŽŽůůŝŬĞƚŚĞŶĞǆƚĚĂǇƚŽƐĐŚŽŽůĂŶĚƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞůŝŬĞƚĂůŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚŚŽǁĨƵŶŶǇŝƚ
ǁĂƐĂŶĚůŝŬĞŚŽǁŵƵĐŚĨƵŶŝƚǁĂƐĂŶĚŝƚ ?ƐůŝŬĞ ‘ŽŚ ?ǁŚǇĚŽŶ ?ƚ/ĚŽŝƚ ? ?ƐŽ/ĐĂŶ ?/ŬŶŽǁǁŚĂƚ ?Ɛ
going on. What all the fuss is about. So you kind of want to join so that you can join in with all 
the fun and conversation. 
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Friends proved to be a key asset in retaining participation among the young people in the study 
group and could offer the potential to off-set non-sporty family situations. In a peer group of similar 
others, young people may be able to sustain engagement. 
Future participation 
KĨĐŽƵƌƐĞƚŚĞŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ŝŶƐƉŝƌĞ ?ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐǁĂƐŶŽƚƐŝŵƉůǇƚŽĐƌĞĂƚĞĞǆĐŝƚĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ
during the Games or in its immediate aftermath but to sustain this ĨŽƌ ‘ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?^ŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞ
ǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞǁĞƌĞĂǁĂƌĞŽĨƚŚŝƐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ P “I think it means like inspire younger people to join in 
ƐƉŽƌƚƐĂŶĚĞǀĞŶŝĨƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞŶŽƚĂƚŚůĞƚŝĐ ?ƚŚĞŶŐŝǀĞŝƚĂŐŽĂŶĚ ?ǇĞĂŚ ?ƚĂŬĞƉĂƌƚŝŶĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ? ?KƐĐĂƌ ?
aged 12 ) ? “I really ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽŐĞƚĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶŽĨƚŚĞŝƌƐĞĂƚƐĂŶĚĚŽŝŶŐĂůůƚŚŝƐƐƉŽƌƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ
see on the telly ? ?'ŽĂůŬĞĞƉĞƌ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ? ) ?ŽŵŵĞŶƚƐůĂƌŐĞůǇĨŽĐƵƐƐĞĚŽŶƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞ
immediate-term rather than any long-term influence over the lifecourse or beyond that to future 
ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?dŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚƚŽǁŚŝĐŚǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞŝŶƚŚĞƐƚƵĚǇŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůŝƐĞĚƚŚĞ ‘ŝŶƐƉŝƌĞ ?ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞŽƌ
applied to their own experience was questionable. Themes that emerged around understandings of 
ƚŚĞƐůŽŐĂŶĐĞŶƚƌĞĚŽŶŚŽǁ ‘ŽƚŚĞƌ ?ǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ might be inspired; about how the Games had made 
them think about themselves as potential high-level sports performers and about the influence the 
Games had on their desire to try something new in sport. Rarely did the participants reflect on how 
the Games might affect their own sport or physical activity in the longer-term.  
There was suggestion among the young people in the study that the ambition to inspire over time 
and space would be contingent on the context of their lives. This awareness draws in some of the 
other factors outside of the family ecocultural pathway suggested by Christensen (2004) including 
community and social environmental influences (see Figure 1). Some of the young people speculated 
about some of the barriers they faced in their participation and that of their parents as family-
employment based: 
Georgia (aged 13): Yeah you get a job like that you need to contribute to and then you have 
ůŝŬĞĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶƚŽůŽŽŬĂƐǁĞůůƐŽǇŽƵŚĂǀĞƚŽůŝŬĞůŽŽŬĂĨƚĞƌƚŚĞŵĂƐǁĞůůƐŽǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůůǇŚĂǀĞ
time to do things like that as much. 
Georgia also continued to raise the question if young women see this from a particularly gendered 
perspective: 
OďǀŝŽƵƐůǇůŝŬĞĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŽŶǁŚĂƚũŽďǁĞŐĞƚǁĞ ?ƌĞŐŽŶŶĂŚĂǀĞƚŽƐĞĞŚŽǁŵƵĐŚƚŝŵĞŝƚƚĂŬĞƐ
up and then like iĨǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶƚŚĞŶǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŐŽŶŶĂŚĂǀĞƚŽůŝŬĞƐƉĞŶĚŵŽƌĞƚŝŵĞǁŝƚŚ
ƚŚĞŵďƵƚŝĨǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚƚŚĞŶǇŽƵ ?ůůŚĂǀĞƚŝŵĞƚŽĚŽŽƚŚĞƌƚŚŝŶŐƐůŝŬĞƐƉŽƌƚ ? 
dŚĞƌĞǁĂƐĂůƐŽƚŚĞƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŽůĚĞƌƉĞŽƉůĞǁĞƌĞ ‘ŶĂƚƵƌĂůůǇ ?ĚŝƐĂĚǀĂŶƚĂŐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞŝƌ
participation. This mŝŐŚƚďĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨŝŶũƵƌǇ P “When she was younger she (mum) did a lot of 
running and she goes for runs in the woods now but she did her back in once and she finds it hard 
now ? ?'ŽĂůŬĞĞƉĞƌ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ? ). Others suggested that older age resulted in a tendency to ďĞ “ĨĂƚĂŶĚ
ůĂǌǇ ? ?:ĂŵŝĞ ?ĂŐĞĚ ? ? ) ? 
This is a rather concerning rationale from a policy point of view. Parental behaviours in the form of 
relative physical inactivity might form part of a future-oriented rationale for non-participation or 
reduced participation among young people that requires further exploration. In the current study, 
young people found it hard to look into the future of their sporting and physically active lives. 
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Qualitative longitudinal work would facilitate future examination of this issue. It gives pause for 
ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůŵĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ŝŶƐƉŝƌĞ ?ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞŝŶƚŚĂƚŝƚŵĂǇƌĞŝŶĨŽƌĐĞƚŚĞĞǆĐůƵƐŝŽŶŽĨ
older people (e.g. parents) from a sport context. Perhaps a message that is across generations is 
both more inclusive and one that challenges possible orthodoxies about ageing. It is also suggested 
in this study that a cross-generational or  Wrelational message is also more reflective of existing family 
practices. 
Conclusions from and limitations of the study 
This study of 23 young people in the North of England and East Scotland has revealed some 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞǁĂǇ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ? ? ? ?ǁĂƐĐŽŶƐƵŵĞĚĂŶĚŚŽǁƚŚĞ ‘ŝŶƐƉŝƌĞĂ
ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƚĂŐůŝŶĞƚŽƚŚĞ'ĂŵĞƐǁĂƐŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞĚĂŶĚƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ?hƐŝŶŐĂĨĂŵŝůǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ
perspective (MorgĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ď )ĂŶĚǁŽƌŬŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŝŶĂŶ ‘ĞĐŽĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƉĂƚŚǁĂǇƐ ?ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬ
(Chistensen 2004) the findings reveal the relational way young people consumed the Games through 
the television with family members the most frequent co-watchers. The televised Games acted as a 
catalyst for family discussion about the sport and physical activity of family members, particularly 
around the theme of continued participation of the young people in the study group. Some felt this 
led to a change  W in perception at least  W of parents who had not been particularly sport-oriented in 
the past or had lapsed in their interest. Using the model of ecocultural pathways, the Games served 
as an opportunity to reflect on the existing values, goals, needs and practices of families in relation 
to sport and created some space for discussion and negotiation of the sport and physical activity of 
family members, in particular the activity of young people in the family. There was some evidence of 
reciprocity between family members with respect to the influence that each other had on sporting 
ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?^ŽŵĞǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶƐƉŽƌƚŝŶŐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚƚŚĞŝƌƉĂƌĞŶƚƐ ?
behaviour, reflecting the notion of the young person as a family physical activity promoting actor. In 
general, it was difficult to disentangle the effect of the Games on family values and goals in relation 
to sport and physical activity from pre-existing orientations. This represents a limitation of the study. 
Moreover, the current study is limited in its size, scope and generalisability owing to its explorative 
nature. There are distinct limitations to the methodology with two groups of young people 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĂƐƚǁŽ ‘ĐĂƐĞƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ? ?dŚĞƐƚƵĚǇŐƌŽƵƉŝŶ^ĐŽƚůĂŶĚǁĂƐ ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?Ăůů
male, on average older and from a more disadvantaged area than the English study group. 
Restrictions of time and resource resulted in these limitations remaining unresolved. The study was 
also retrospective with young people recalling their experiences 6-8 months after the Games. As 
such there was no opportunity to capture the exact nature of the experience of watching the Games 
or the character of the interactions at a family level in situ or otherwise.  
Broader policy and conceptual implications 
Although limited by its scope and methodology the paper offers some original research findings that 
enable the exploration of promising conceptual and theoretical avenues in the sport, physical 
activity and mega-event fields. The proposed conceptual model develops the potential for new, 
deeper empirical work and further theoretical exploration. The video-diary and depth interview 
studies with a small number of families watching the Games by Mackintosh and colleagues 
represent an example of how more detailed research with families can reveal interesting insight into 
how mega-events are experienced relationally (Mackintosh et al 2014). The advantage of the eco-
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cultural pathways approach is that it connects the principles and practices of families and their 
moral and experiential perspectives. Such an approach also raises a challenge to policy-thinking. 
Including family contexts and practices as a means of levering sport and physical activity 
participation requires both i) an acknowledgement of the family/relational context as important to 
the policy development process and ii) the engagement with more complex models of policy 
development to accommodate it. With further empirical testing, it is feasible that a family practices 
perspective based on Christensen (2004) may offer such an avenue. Nevertheless, the inherent 
complexity of the family practices perspective requires considerable reflexivity and contextualisation 
in order for it to be operationalised in a sport legacy (or any other) policy environment.  
Policy and governance may not be entirely hostile to such an exploration. For example, there is 
broad acknowledgement that family (and peer) contexts are important to sport development. The 
work done on the segmentation of sports markets by agencies such as Sport England (cf. 
http://segments.sportengland.org/) and the targeted initiatives advice document produced by the 
Department of Health in the year of the Games (DoH, 2012) reflects this. Dominant political 
ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨǇŽƵƚŚĂŶĚŚĞĂůƚŚŝƐŵ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ĐƌĞĂƚĞ ‘ŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂůŶŽŝƐĞ ?
that distracts from broader openness of policy development to operationalise complex models such 
as the ecocultural, relational model suggested (Figure 1). In Mansfield et al ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚĞƌŵƐƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂ
requirement for greater reflexivity in policy circles which is a challenge in the prevailing ideological 
setting. In support of a more reflexive, relational model, this and other research (Kay 2000, 2009; 
Wheeler 2011; Wheeler and Green 2014) suggest sport and physical activity is broadly highly valued 
ĂĐƌŽƐƐĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐĂŶĚĨŽƌŵƐĂǁĂǇŽĨ ‘ĚŽŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ďĞŝŶŐ ?ĨĂŵŝůǇ ?dŚŝƐĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?
translate into action and this can be seen as part of a complex of competing needs, goals and 
practices that compete for finite resources such as time and money. The challenge to policy is to 
better account for those competing factors and build on an already apparent willingness of families 
(in different contexts) to engage with sport and physical activity.  
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1. /ƚŝƐĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞWĂƌĂůǇŵƉŝĐ'ĂŵĞƐĨŽƌŵĞĚĂŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƉĂƌƚŽĨ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ?ƐďŝĚƚŽŚŽƐƚ
the Olympics. Commentary and analysis of the 2012 Paralympic Games is, however, outside of the 
scope of this paper. 
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